This quasi-experimental study explored a response-to-intervention (RTI) design in which Tiers 2 and 3 were inverted for the most at-risk first grade students in reading intervention in seven classrooms (n = 24) across two culturally diverse schools. These students were matched using propensity scores and compared to a second group of first grade at-risk students for reading difficulties who received a traditional RTI intervention program (n = 24) from 12 classrooms across nine culturally diverse schools in the same southeastern city. Interventions were identical with the exception of the RTI tier inversion. The intervention largely emphasized word-level reading skills, with focus on letter-sound correspondence, sight-word recognition, and decoding, and also included spelling and fluency. Statistically significant effects were found for the intervention on word reading measures; however, differences for decoding measures were not found to be statistically significant. Given that the decoding assessments had effect sizes of .025 (small) and .037 (medium), a larger sample may demonstrate a significant positive impact of udRTI on these measures as well. Implications for continued study with the udRTI model are discussed.
INTRODUCTION
Response to intervention (RTI) as a framework for early identification and prevention of reading difficulties has been increasingly employed in recent years (Berkeley, Bender, Peaster, & Saunders, 2009) . RTI prevention systems are typically conceptualized as a three-tier system in which children receive more intensive and individualized instruction as they move down the tiers. In the first tier, all students participate in generally effective reading instruction in the regular classroom, and each student's rate of reading growth is monitored. Children whose level of performance or rate of improvement is dramatically below that of peers (based on classroom, school, district, state, or national norms) are designated as at-risk for poor reading outcomes and possibly reading disability (RD). According to Tran, Sanchez, Arellano, and Swanson (2011) , low RTI is associated with significantly lower performance at pretest on measures such as word identification, word attack, rapid naming speed, phonological awareness, reading fluency, and reading comprehension. Such children move to the second tier in the RTI process. In
Requests for reprints should be sent to Bobette Bouton, Department of Educational Specialties, Martha Dickerson Eriksson College of Education, Austin Peay State University, PO Box 4545, Clarksville, TN 37044, . Electronic inquiries should be sent to boutonb@apsu.edu. this tier, children receive small-group instruction, and their progress is again monitored. Children whose level of performance or rate of improvement in Tier 2 is dramatically below that of peers are designated to receive Tier 3 instruction, which typically involves more intensive individualized instruction. Thus, failure to respond appropriately to Tier 2 and 3 instruction signals the need for special education evaluation (see Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & Young, 2003) .
A central tenet of RTI is that children are accurately identified as at-risk by their progression through the tiers, minimizing both "false positives" and "false negatives" when determining at-risk status (Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Bryant, & Davis, 2008) . Studies indicate that children who are low responders or nonresponders to Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction generally start out lower than children who are responsive to intervention (Compton et al., 2012; Toste et al., 2014; Tran et al., 2011) . A former study (Compton et al., 2012) addressed this question more directly by predicting Tier 2 nonresponse with the following types of data: screening, responsiveness to Tier 1, norm-referenced tests, and responsiveness to Tier 2. They found that students who failed to respond to Tier 2 could be predicted without assigning students to and measuring progress in Tier 2. Taken together, these studies suggest that children who perform exceptionally low prior to Tier 2 assignment could be identified to advance directly from Tier 1 to Tier 3 in an upside down RTI (udRTI) framework.
Those children who are most at-risk for reading failure are likely to be far behind their peers in Tier 1 and then are subjected to further failure in Tier 2 before their individual needs are finally addressed in Tier 3 (Compton et al., 2012) . Perhaps students who are markedly behind in achievement would be better served (and resources better utilized) if they had the opportunity to progress directly from Tier 1 to Tier 3. This would provide individually targeted, intensified instruction, and more frequent one-on-one instruction much earlier and would allow these students to experience success sooner rather than failing in Tier 2 while watching others succeed. Though the students initially bypass Tier 2 in this framework, with adequate progress they could potentially later move to Tier 2, and with completed remediation back to Tier 1. This is the idea behind the creation of this study. The posited question that drove the study is as follows: When students who have been identified as the most at-risk for reading difficulties based on preassessment data, does fast-tracking these students from Tier 1 to Tier 3 within the RTI model increase student learning in word-level reading skills?
LITERATURE REVIEW
RTI is now widely implemented in our school systems. However, the current model has only limited research in Tier 3 of the RTI model Gilbert et al., 2013 ), yet students who are unresponsive to Tier 2 and require Tier 3 intervention make up approximately 5 percent of students (Lam & McMaster, 2014) . These students who are most at-risk for academic failure move through each stage of the current RTI model at the same pace as students who will never need Tier 3 instruction, setting up a scenario in which they fall further and further behind Compton et al., 2012) .
Al Otaiba, Kim, Wanzek, Petscher, and Wagner (2014) published research addressing the inability of at-risk students to promptly advance to the tier of need within the current RTI program. In this study a cohort of students was allowed to move directly to Tier 3 based on appropriate test scores and students in this study made statistical reading gains. The Al study used two cohorts of students. The first cohort used what the study referred to as the "typical RTI" format, and the second used a "dynamic RTI" concept in which students were fast tracked to Tier 2 or 3, depending on their reading skill profile. All other conditions were the same for both groups of students with the exception of when they were provided with the intervention. All participants were assessed in both fall and spring. Results found no significant differences in the two cohorts of students for the Fall Reading factor scores, but found statistically significant higher Spring Reading scores for the dynamic RTI group .
The primary difference between this study and the upsidedown RTI study is that, in the current study, Tier 3 was one-on-one tutoring. In Al , Tier 3 consisted of small groups of 1-3 students. According to Greulich et al. (2014) , "Our interventionists expressed they wished they could have provided some one-on-one sessions to learn if . . . emotions could be changed through individualized attention and increased mastery" (p. 11). This primary difference between a one-on-one approach and a one-to-three approach is where we believe our study separates from previous studies.
In addition to academic stagnation, some students can also experience a loss of confidence. "The child who fails initially to achieve reading skills will soon develop a lack of confidence in his/her ability to succeed. S/he will begin to avoid potentially humiliating situations and will refuse to take risks for fear of failure" (Galbraith & Alexander, 2005, p. 29) . A positive relationship between academic achievement and self-esteem has been found in several studies, a finding that, also supports this idea (El-Anzi, 2005; Kaniuka, 2010) . In addition to esteem and confidence issues, anxiety-related concerns are also more prevalent among students with learning disabilities (Sideridis, Mouzaki, Simos, & Protopapas, 2006) . Sideridis et al. (2006) found that "striving to outperform classmates appears to be a significant negative predictor of comprehension difficulties" (p. 174). This competitive nature can be present in both Tiers 1 and 2 of the RTI model, in whole-class and/or small-group instruction. However, with a one-on-one academic setting as designed in Tier 3 of the udRTI model, the humiliation and competitive factors are naturally removed, allowing students to potentially make greater strides in their academic learning.
Over three decades have passed since Carol Dweck (1986) found links to student motivation and students' own perceived views of their intelligence. Dweck (2006) has since popularized the term "growth mindset" to help explain this phenomenon in learning in her book Mindset: The New Psychology of Success. Growth mindset is "based on the belief that your basic qualities are things you can cultivate through your efforts, your strategies, and help from others" (Dweck, 2006, p. 7) . This theory of student motivation works within the udRTI model. Using the udRTI, model allows students to work one-on-one with a tutor more quickly than with the current RTI framework. The tutors are able to work with the student independently to foster these growth mindset ideas, instead of the student becoming more frustrated in a group setting where they still feel that they are behind their peers academically.
PURPOSE AND RESEARCH QUESTION
The purpose of this quasi-experimental study was to explore a RTI design in which Tiers 2 and 3 are inverted for the most at-risk first grade students in reading intervention. The study was conducted as an exploratory study in the final year of data collection of a larger RTI study (Compton et al., 2010; Compton et al., 2012; Gilbert et al., 2013) . The final phase of this study addressed the following research question:
For students who have been identified as the most at-risk for reading difficulties based on preassessment data, does fast tracking these students from Tier 1 to Tier 3 within the RTI model increase student learning in word-level reading skills?
METHOD Participants

Upside-Down RTI Intervention Participants
First grade students (n = 24) who were determined to be at-risk for reading difficulties and who exhibited low responsiveness to Tier 1 instruction participated in the 32-week study. The students were from seven classrooms in two urban, public schools in a major city in the southeastern United States. Both schools had 300-400 enrolled students with greater than an 85 percent free or reduced lunch enrollment. The schools had a traditional school calendar with students attending school from mid-August through late May during the 2009-2010 school year. The sample was composed of 11 females and 13 males; 91.7 percent African-American and 8.3 percent Caucasian; 91.7 percent free or reduced lunch; 4.2 percent IEP; and 0 percent retained. The demographics of the sample align with the demographics of the schools (School A had 99 percent African-American/Hispanic/Native American enrollment, School B had 86 percent African-American/Hispanic/Native American enrollment). Students were teacher-identified as performing poorly in reading. To identify students for screening, teachers were asked to designate the lower half of readers in the classroom; however, teachers were encouraged to suggest additional students for screening as appropriate (i.e., large numbers of students in the class were considered below grade level in reading as determined by the teacher). Students were eligible for the study if they scored above a 70 on the Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence (WASI) measure, and had parental consent. All teacher-selected students, who also met the above criteria, were administered short-term progress monitoring for six weeks. From there, growth modeling was used and students were rankordered on the resulting 6-week WIF intercept and slope. The lowest 24 students were selected from these progress monitoring data.
Regular RTI Participants
First grade students (n = 24) who were determined to be atrisk for reading difficulties, and who exhibited low responsiveness to Tier 1 instruction participated in the 32-week study in two different cohorts. The students were from 12 classrooms in nine urban, public schools in a major city in the southeastern United States. The schools had a traditional school calendar, with students attending school from mid-August through late May during the 2006-2009 school years. The students consisted of 10 females and 14 males; 50 percent African-American, 37.5 percent Caucasian, 4.2 percent Hispanic, and 8.3 percent Multiracial; 75 percent free or reduced lunch; 25 percent IEP; and 12.5 percent retained. These demographics align with the demographics of the schools. Students were eligible for the study if they scored above a 70 on the WASI measure, were teacher-recommended, had parental consent, and scored in the low range on a word reading factor score. These students were selected based on propensity matching using the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test -R/NU: Word identification (WRMT-R: WID), Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-R/NU: Word Attack (WRMT-R: WA), The Test of Sight Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE: SWE) and The Test of Decoding Efficiency (TOWRE: PDE) pretest scores (see measures section for descriptions). The propensity matching procedure will be explained in the data analysis and results sections.
Classroom Teachers
The classroom teachers were recruited in the fall of the corresponding school year in which they participated. The teachers provided the initial list of the lowest performing readers.
Intervention Tutors
The intervention tutors were masters and doctoral students working part-time as research assistants. The tutors received 40 hours of training prior to intervention. In addition, all tutors underwent fidelity checks prior to all testing and tutoring, as well as fidelity and interrater reliability checks during the intervention process. All tutors had prior experience working with school-age students.
Description of Intervention
Prior to tutoring, a (researcher-designed) screener was administered to determine individual instruction level and starting position within the intervention. Participants in udRTI received tutoring five days a week for 30 minutes per lesson. Tutoring consisted of scripted instruction in letter sounds, sight words, decoding, and reading fluency. Students received individual tutoring for seven weeks, during which Word Identification Fluency (WIF) progress monitoring measures were administered on a weekly basis. Growth modeling was used to determine responsiveness to intervention and a median split designated placement for the second phase of tutoring. In the eighth week of intervention, those students in individual tutoring continued with intervention 5 days per week for 30 minutes per session. Those students who made gains in individual tutoring moved to small groups, consisting of 2-3 students per small group, with tutoring three days per week for 45 minutes per session. The tutoring program remained the same for small group tutoring except that it was scripted for the participants to take turns reading during the session. WIF progress monitoring continued through the seven weeks of the second phase of tutoring.
The udRTI tutoring model was identical to the regular RTI tutoring model used in previous years. The only difference was that Tiers 2 and 3 were flipped in regard to all students. The udRTI began with Tier 3 and moved to Tier 2 at the midpoint of the study for students who showed measured progress through the scripted intervention.
Measures
Progress Monitoring: WIF
Timed (1-minute) reading of a single-page list of 100 highfrequency words sampled from the pre-primer, primer, and first-grade level Dolch list (multiple test forms; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2004) . Test-retest reliability exceeded .90 for the larger study (Compton et al., 2012) .
Rapid Letter Naming
Timed naming of an array of the 26 letters presented on a single sheet of paper. The score is the number of letters correctly identified in 1 minute. Test-retest reliability of RLN exceeds 95. Scores were prorated if the participant named all items in less than 1 minute. (researcher designed)
Untimed Word Identification Skill
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test -R/NU: Word Identification (WRMT-R: WID, Woodcock, 1998a) . A normreferenced test that requires reading individual words ordered in increasing difficulty. Test ceiling of six sequential incorrect responses. Split-half reliability exceeded .90 for the normative first-grade sample (Woodcock, 1998b) .
Untimed Decoding Skill
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test -R/NU: Word Attack (WRMT-R: WA, Woodcock, 1998a) . A norm-referenced test that requires pronunciation of decodable pseudowords presented in ordered difficulty. Test ceiling of six sequential incorrect responses. Split-half reliability exceeded .90 for the normative first-grade sample (Woodcock, 1998b) .
Sight Word Reading Efficiency
The Test of Sight Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE: SWE), (Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999a) . A norm-referenced measure of sight word reading accuracy and fluency that requires reading a list of single words of increasing difficulty for 45 seconds. Split-half reliability exceeded .91 for the normative first-grade sample (Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999b) .
Phonemic Decoding Efficiency
The Test of Phonemic Decoding Efficiency (TOWRE: PDE, Torgesen et al., 1999a) . A norm-referenced measure of decoding accuracy and fluency that requires reading a list of decodable pseudowords of increasing difficulty for 45 seconds. Split-half reliability exceeded .90 for the normative first-grade sample (Torgesen et al., 1999b) .
IQ Measure
The Vocabulary subtest on the WASI; (Wechsler, 1999a) assesses expressive vocabulary, verbal knowledge, and foundation of information with 42 items. The participant is asked to orally define orally presented, increasingly difficult words. Responses are awarded a score of 0, 1, or 2 depending on quality. Testing is discontinued after five consecutive scores of 0. Split-half reliability is .86 to .87 at ages 6 to 7; the correlation with the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III Full Scale IQ is .72 (Wechsler, 1999b) .
Matrix Reasoning on the WASI (Wechsler, 1999a ) measures nonverbal reasoning using 2-dimensional patterns of differing colors and shapes presented in increasing difficulty. Examinees look at a matrix from which a section is missing and complete the matrix by saying the number of, or pointing to, one of five response options. Testing is discontinued after four errors on five consecutive items or after four consecutive errors. The score is the number of correct responses. As reported by the test developer, reliability is .94 to .96 for 6-to 7-year-olds (Wechsler, 1999b) .
udRTI Procedure
Teachers were recruited in August 2009, and all first-grade teachers at each school (3 classrooms at school A, 4 classrooms at school B) participated in the study. Teachers provided lists of the lowest performing readers, and, after obtaining written parental consent, these children were screened with Rapid Letter Naming (RLN) and WIF measures. A total of 61 students were screened in September. Of these, the 48 students with the lowest scores were selected for further screening via progress monitoring.
The 48 selected students received WIF progress monitoring each week for 6 weeks. One student moved during progress monitoring. For the remaining students, growth modeling of the progress monitoring data was used to identify the 24 lowest performing students. This sample size was determined based on study logistics and research personnel needed to accommodate the tutoring portion of the study. In November, pretesting was administered as two batteries given on separate days. Pretest batteries included TOWRE SWE, TOWRE PDE, WRMT-R WID, and WRMT-R WA. Tutoring sessions began after the pretest phase was completed. Tutoring was administered during the school day. Following the 14 weeks of tutoring, post-test was administered in April 2010. Post-test measures included TOWRE SWE, TOWRE PDE, WRMT-R WID, and WRMT-R WA.
FIDELITY AND RELIABILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
Prior to testing or tutoring all research assistants had to pass a fidelity of administration on all testing and tutoring instruments with 90 percent or greater accuracy. In addition, each tutoring session was audio-recorded. A checklist of 64 tutoring steps based on the tutoring script was used to evaluate fidelity of implementation. A random sample of 20 percent of all audio recorded sessions was evaluated, revealing that tutors implemented the tutoring steps with over 90 percent accuracy for both the udRTI group and the regular RTI group. Testing sessions were also audio-recorded. Inter-rater reliability exceeded 80 percent for all outcome measures in both udRTI and regular RTI. Because the sample size for udRTI was small, inter-rater scoring was conducted on the entire udRTI group, whereas for regular RTI the sample for inter-rater reliability was performed on a random 10 percent of the whole group from the larger study (n = 649) (Gilbert et al., 2013) .
DATA ANALYSIS
Because many variables could be potential confounders in this exploratory study, an attempt was made to control for confounding influences on word-level reading skill. Regular RTI participants were matched with udRTI participants based on propensity scores, as is increasingly common in educational research for evaluating behavioral and instructional interventions (Hong & Raudenbush, 2005; Hughes, Chen, Thoemmes, & Kwok, 2010; Thoemmes & Kim, 2011) . Student propensity scores-i.e., predicted probabilities of being at risk for reading difficulties and unresponsive to Tier 1 intervention-for all the students were obtained using a binary logistic regression with the dependent variable being group and the covariates being WIF and pretest scores for PDE, SWE, WA, and WID. Regular RTI participants were then selected using simple 1:1 near neighbor matching of their propensity scores with those who received udRTI. Examination of standardized differences and frequency distributions revealed no imbalances of the covariates across those receiving regular and udRTI, thus resulting in matched samples of first graders, evenly distributed in the two groups.
To address the question of whether students differed in word-level reading skill, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, in accordance with the methodology set forth by Cramer and Bock (1966) , to help protect against inflating the Type I error rate in the follow-up analyses of variance (ANOVAs). Whether students received regular RTI or udRTI constituted the independent variable in the MANOVA, while post-test scores in PDE, SWE, WA, and WID served as the dependent variables. Wilk's lambda was used as the test statistic for the MANOVA and was calculated as
with q dependent variables in the MANOVA and λ i denoting the sum of squares ratio (i.e., eigenvalue) for the ith canonical variate (Hand & Taylor, 1987) . Partial eta squared (η p 2 ) was used to determine effect sizes and was calculated as Cohen (1988) . It should be noted, however, that care should be taken when comparing these estimates with those from other studies, as the error terms must be comparable in order to do so (Fritz, Morris, & Richler, 2012) .
RESULTS
Overall Word Level Reading
To avoid problems with multicollinearity, a series of Pearson correlations was performed between all pairwise combinations of the dependent variables, to verify that they correlated with each other in the moderate range (i.e., .30 -.90; Brace, Kemp, & Snelgar, 2006) . In addition to their descriptive statistics, Table 1 presents the meaningful pattern of correlations found among the dependent variables, suggesting the appropriateness of MANOVA with these variables.
Moreover, the Cronbach's alpha for these scales was .83, indicating high consistency (i.e., ࣙ .60; Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003) among these four measures of reading proficiency.
A one-way MANOVA was conducted to test the hypothesis that there would be one or more mean differences between student groups in terms of overall word level reading. A p < .10 criterion was established, given the preliminary nature of this study. Based on Huberty and Petoskey's (2000) guideline, the multivariate test for homogeneity of dispersion matrices was not statistically significant (Box's M = 11.520; F(10,10116) = 1.043; p = .404), thus showing that this assumption was met. A statistically significant MANOVA effect was obtained, Wilks' = .828; F(4,43) = 2.228; p = .082, with the multivariate effect size (η p 2 ) estimated at .172, a large effect. This implied that 17.2 percent of the variance in the canonically derived dependent variable was attributable to the difference in intervention. Examining the means between student groups (see Table 2 ) indicated that udRTI worked better than regular RTI in regard to reading proficiency, with a 10 percent probability that this difference was due to random sampling error. 
Individual Measures of Word-Level Reading Skill
Prior to conducting a series of follow-up ANOVAs, the homogeneity of variance assumption was tested for all four dependent variables. Based on a series of Levene's F tests, the homogeneity of variance assumption was considered satisfied for all variables. For each dependent variable, a oneway ANOVA was conducted to test for differences between regular and udRTI groups in the respective individual word level reading skill. As Table 3 shows, the ANOVA results for SWE and WID were statistically significant, with η p 2 estimates of .166 and .124, respectively. These indicated that the means between student groups were most notably different for these two measures of word level reading, with students receiving udRTI improving more in these skills than those receiving regular RTI.
DISCUSSION
This study examined the effects of an udRTI approach on the word-level reading skill of first graders at-risk for reading difficulties compared to those receiving the regular RTI approach. A quasi-experimental exploratory design was used in which students who participated in udRTI were matched via propensity scores with students from prior years of the same study that utilized a regular RTI framework. The same intervention was used in both udRTI and regular RTI, so that the two frameworks of implementation could be directly compared. The intervention largely emphasized word-level reading skills, with focus on letter-sound correspondence, sightword recognition, and decoding, and also included spelling and fluency. Statistically significant effects were found for the intervention on word reading measures (SWE and WID); however, differences for decoding measures (PDE and WA) were not found to be statistically significant. The significant growth in word identification may indicate that, within the udRTI framework, the intervention facilitates development of word identification skill over that of decoding, presumably due to earlier and increased opportunities for individualized word reading instruction. The lack of significant growth in udRTI for decoding measures may suggest that udRTI provides no additional benefit over regular RTI for strengthening of decoding skill. However, given that the PDE and WA had effect sizes of .025 (small) and .037 (medium), respectively, a larger sample may demonstrate a significant positive impact of udRTI on these measures as well. The results are encouraging, and the importance of meeting the needs of our most struggling students warrants the continued study of an udRTI model with a larger sample. The limitations and implications of the study are detailed in the following sections.
LIMITATIONS
While propensity score matching, like the more traditional regression approach, attempts to limit the bias of confounding variables on effect estimates, this is only achievable insofar as the extent to which the covariate(s) accounting for the confounding variance in the effect are observed and included in the model. We performed propensity matching using baseline WIF, PDE, SWE, WA, and WID. We did not match on other variables such as school, teacher, SES, race, or gender. In addition, regular RTI and udRTI were implemented in different calendar years. Variables that were not included in the propensity matching process could play a role in responsiveness to the intervention.
Limited interpretation of the results is also necessitated by the low statistical power of the analyses that derives from the small sample size used for the study. The current study was constrained by the logistics of implementing udRTI as an exploratory offshoot of a larger study that was nearing completion; nonetheless, the results provide justification for conducting studies that are designed to investigate udRTI specifically. Further investigation with larger sample sizes is encouraged, to detect any true effects that may exist with small differences between groups. Because this was a research study with a scripted intervention, the intervention could not be modified to meet individual needs. It is possible that greater effects could be achieved using interventions that allow for individualization. The two schools that were selected for the udRTI sample were selected because they had been the schools with the largest number of students performing in the lowest 25 percent in previous years of the study. The research team determined that these schools would be the most efficient to focus on for recruiting students at-risk for reading difficulties. Not surprisingly, the two schools had a high proportion of students of low SES. The regular RTI sample drew from a larger number of schools, with broader demographics. Because of the focus in udRTI on schools with the greatest number of at-risk students, the demographics of the udRTI and the regular RTI samples are quite different. While this is a limitation of the study, in that it may limit generalizability, this decision in study design was intended to target at-risk participants most efficiently.
It is also important to note that using the udRTI model could potentially result in a higher rate of false positives with more limited testing and monitoring occurring when fast-tracking students to Tier 3. Because of the exploratory, small-scale nature of this study it is difficult to determine whether false positives occurred and students were fasttracked unnecessarily. However, if false positives occur it is also possible that these students will be identified quickly in Tier 3 and will be able to be moved back to Tier 2. A false positive in this instance would not be disruptive to the students' learning, but could play a role financially for school districts if students are placed in a one-on-one, Tier 3 model instead of a group, Tier 2 learning setting.
An additional limitation for this study was that no data were collected involving socio-emotional growth. In addition, the study did not specifically look at the impact of individual intervention as compared to small group intervention regarding anxiety or self-esteem issues. As the literature review indicates, individual intervention can benefit students who are at risk for reading difficulties, but this study did not specifically look at or monitor students' emotional growth due to grant and funding obligations and resources.
IMPLICATIONS
In 2004 the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act allowed for RTI to be used as an alternative approach for identifying students with learning disabilities. "The basic assumption is that RTI can differentiate between two explanations of low achievement: poor instruction versus disability" (Fuchs et al., 2004, p. 216) . A 2014, 10-year update of RTI "provided support for current practices of including word identification, alphabetic principle, fluency, and phonemic awareness for Tier 1 screening batteries" in order to predict students' advancement to Tier 2 (Lam & McMaster, 2014, p. 11) . This same report also suggested that, with the use of the same batteries, students for whom Tier 2 most likely will not be enough might benefit educationally from fast-tracking to Tier 3 (Lam & McMaster, 2014) . However, although most states utilize Tier 3 in the RTI model, differences within Tier 3 are the most varied among the tiers. This can create confusion and an inability to effectively determine what is the most beneficial to students (Berkeley et al., 2009) .
With the introduction of RTI into our school systems, administrators and teachers alike must make critical decisions on how to utilize RTI in their schools. If the most at-risk students are not academically and emotionally achieving to the best of their ability in the current RTI model, then it seems logical to look for other avenues for success. The udRTI model uses the most influential parts of the current RTI model, but alters it to benefit the students who are at the lowest academic end. Instead of allowing these students to stay at status quo for additional and valuable academic weeks the udRTI model allows these students to get the oneon-one individualized instruction that they need not only to help them academically, but also to give them the selfesteem and emotional support needed to learn. This model could vastly improve the state of academic growth for those students who are learning to hate learning at a very early age due to constant academic failure. We believe that this study is the starting point for further research in this area and has the potential to meet all students where they are.
